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December 21, 1999

Judith Heumann

U.S. Department of Education

Office of Specia Education and Rehabilitative Services
400 Maryland Avenue, SW.

Washington, D.C. 20202-2500

Dear Judy:

| am writing to address the concerns you raise in your December 3, 1999 letter. Although
the tone of your letter seemed harsh, | remain convinced that we can resolve this matter
through the continued good faith cooperation that has been so much in evidence through
this process. Inthisregard, | was gratified to see you acknowledge that Superintendent
Eastin and | share your commitment to improving results for children with disabilitiesin
California. Asl seeit, once we agree that we share this commitment to assuring that all
eligible children in Californiareceive FAPE, the details of information gathering will be
relatively easy to resolve. Additionally, | am convinced that there has been a serious
misunderstanding about California s compliance monitoring system and pilot focused
monitoring system, which is moving us to a more sophisticated results-oriented design.

Asyou know, in reaching our mutual goal of assuring that all eligible children receive a
FAPE, the U.S. Department of Education, CDE and LEA’s have respective and differing
responsibilities. | sincerely believe that a clarification of the question regarding how
OSEP views SEA responsibilities, specifically, how OSEP views SEA responsibility as
separate and distinct from LEA responsibility, will go far to helping us to understand
what OSEP expects of us. | am sure that that would allow usto resolve our differences
amicably. Please do not misinterpret our posing this question as resistance to OSEP
oversight. Theissue of CDE complianceis alegitimate one for the Department of
Education review and we raise no issue with the exercise of that oversight. Rather, we
are trying to ascertain the standards OSEP is using to exercise that oversight. It wasfor
this reason that we requested at our September 21, 1999 meeting a statement from OSEP
asto how OSEP would determine CDE compliant with its general supervisory
responsibilities.



Per your request, we have prepared an individual response to each of your 79 questions
rather than a clustering our responses around common issues. In your December 3, 1999
letter you requested part of the response on December 17 and the remaining responses by
December 31. While this has placed an extraordinary burden on our staff, we are pleased
to forward the responsesto all questions earlier than anticipated. We sincerely hope this
will be helpful in your understanding of our progress and diligence.

We understand that Secretary Riley has taken a personal interest in this matter.
Accordingly, we would hope that he would be informed of the volume of information
that we are providing herewith, as well as our concerns over the clarification of our SEA
responsibility.

We are pleased to include for your review with this letter the requested information and
responsesto all 79 questions from your December 3, 1999 letter. Should you need
further clarification, please contact CDE's Director of Special Education, Alice Parker, at
(916) 445-4602.

Sincerely,

LESLIE FAUSSET
Chief Deputy Superintendent
Policy and Programs

LF:.ap
Enclosures

cC: Richard W. Riley, Secretary of Education,
U.S. Department of Education
Gary Hart, Secretary of Education,
Office of the Secretary for Education
Delaine Eastin, State Superintendent of Public Instruction
California Department of Education
Loni Hancock, Region IX, U.S. Department of Education



The U.S Department of Education’s questions regarding the CDE proposal to come into
compliance with Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) within
one year.

l. EFFECTIVE METHODS FOR IDENTIFYING NONCOMPLIANCE
Over-arching Question:

How and when will the California Department of Education (CDE) implement its
proposed focused monitoring system and other procedures to ensure the accurate,
comprehensive, and timely identification of noncompliance in districts throughout the
state?

Answer: Asa State Education Agency (SEA) we recognize our responsibility to
establish and maintain a system of statewide LEA compliance. Both federal and
state law require usto both monitor the activities of our LEAsin providing eligible
children with Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE), and also to take
appropriate actionswhen LEAsarefailing to carry out their responsibilities.

Focused monitoring is an essential element of our overall supervision and
monitoring program for the 1,066 L ocal Educational Agencies (LEAS) in California.
However, it isonly one element in a series of closely linked and coor dinated
activities. Without a thorough consideration of all these activities, an under standing
of the Overall Supervision and Monitoring (OS& M) isnot possible. Thefollowing
chart depictsthe key elements of our system of OS& M:
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l. OVERVIEW

The core of CDE’s general supervision of federal and state compliance by LEAsisto
ensure compliance with federal and state laws by 1,066 local education agencies so
that all children with disabilities receive a free appropriate public education in the
least restrictive environment.

A. Review, Analysisand Verification of Information

The California Department of Education requires LEAsto submit a wide variety of
information on an annual basis. Thisinformation addressestheir policiesand
procedures, their budget and services, an assessment of their compliance with
federal and state laws (250 districts each year) and infor mation about the students,
programs, and outcomes. Thefollowing include the primary sour ces of infor mation
that are used asa part of all Quality Assurance processes.

* Annual Local Plans— Service and Budget Plans

» California Special Education Management Information System (CASEMIS)

» California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS)

» California’ s Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program

 SAT 9(STAR)

» California's Standardized Testing Coordinated Compliance Review (CCR) Self-
Reviews

» Coordinated Compliance Review Data Base

» Special Education Division Complaints Data Base

» Special Education Division Corrective Actions Data Base

Thisinformation and data constitute the cor e foundation of monitoring in Quality
Assurance Process (QAP). Some of theroutine review, analysisand verification
activitiesinclude:

» Local Plansarereviewed to determine compliance with federal and state
laws.

» Coordinated compliance review documents arereviewed for noncompliant
itemsand for patternsof noncompliance. Corrective action plans are made
and monitored for each instance of noncompliance.

* Complaint and compliance trends are compiled and reviewed. Corrective
action plans are made and monitored for each instance of noncompliance.

» Focused Monitoring reviews are based on key performanceindicator s that
are calculated for each district, each year. Thesereviewsare voluntary on
the part of districts. However, each review includes a CDE conducted and
supervised verification of thedistrict’s data and compliance with federal and
state law.

Some of the routinereview, analysis and verification activitiesinclude:



* Local Plansarereviewed to determine compliance with federal and state
laws.

» Coordinated compliance review documents arereviewed for noncompliant
itemsand for patternsof noncompliance. Corrective action plans are made
and monitored for each instance of noncompliance.

e Complaint and compliance trends are compiled and reviewed. Corrective
action plans are made and monitored for each instance of noncompliance.

» Focused Monitoring reviews are based on key performanceindicator s that
are calculated for each district, each year. Thesereviewsare voluntary on
the part of districts. However, each review includes a CDE conducted and
supervised verification of thedistrict’s data and compliance with federal and
state law.

B. Quality Assurance Process

Therearefour primary elements of CDE monitoring that provide comprehensive
and timely pressureto achieve and sustain compliance statewide. They are closely
linked and coordinated. CDE staff conduct:

1. ANNUAL REVIEW OF LOCAL PLANS, including service and budget plans
that are submitted each year under Californialaw;

2. COORDINATED COMPLIANCE REVIEW activities, including the
submission of comprehensive self reviews of compliance with federal and
laws and CDE conducted verification processes;

3. COMPLAINT INVESTIGATIONSAND COMPLAINT MANAGEMENT
activities, including the proactive reviews of districts subject to alarge
number or a particular type of complaint; and

4. FOCUSED MONITORING activities, which include CDE conducted and
supervised verification of compliance and student data. Participation in
Focused Monitoringisvoluntary. Districtswho participate in Focused
Monitoring have agreed to go beyond minimum levels of compliance to
achieve higher standards of student achievement and outcomes.

These four monitoring elements are based on the required submission of data and
other evidence by all LEAs. CDE staff utilize a number of review, analysis and
verification activitiesto evaluate the infor mation provided by thedistricts. CDE
uses various enfor cement toolsto correct all instances of noncompliance. More
detailed description of the four elements of QAP will follow.

C. Enforcement Tools

Thereare several types of enforcement toolsthat are madeto identify and address
instances of individual and widespread findings of noncompliance.

1 Corrective actions are developed and monitored



Corrective actions are developed for each instance of noncompliance
(complaints, compliance reviews, CCR, etc.)

Monitored for completeness and timely resolution through Corrective
Actionsdata base

Follow-up to prior corrective actionsreviewed in subsequent monitoring
activities

Sanctions are imposed

Withholding of federal Part B dollars

Non-approval of local planswhich would cause federal and state dollarsto
stop flowing

Requiring local boards of education to hold public hearingsto address
serious noncompliance and how the district will comeinto compliance with
state and federal law

Requesting awrit of mandate within a state court to order compliance with a
corrective action plan. (Should the LEA not comply, contempt proceedings
would follow.)

. CDE providesindividual, regional and statewide training and technical
assistance

Preparing and delivering materials, training and technical assistance related
to federally-identified areas of noncompliance

Analysis of due process, complaint and compliance findingsto identify needs
for proactive, statewide intervention and prevention

I dentification of regional issues and concer nsthrough the regional

coor dinating councils of the Comprehensive System of Per sonnel
Development (CSPD)

I dentification of statewide issuesthrough the Partnership Committee of the
State | mprovement Grant

Delivery of intensive, systems change support to districtsinvolved in
Facilitated and Collabor ative monitoring processes

More detailed description of required information, CDE analysis, monitoring
processes and enfor cement is contained in the following sections.

[I. DETAILS OF REQUIRED ANNUAL EVIDENCE of COMPLIANCE from
LEAsand SELPAs

Complianceis monitored by the CDE, on an annual basisfor each of its 1,066 LEAS
and 117 SELPAs. The California Department of Education requiresLEASto
submit a wide variety of information on an annual basis. Thisinformation
addressestheir policiesand procedures, their budget and services, an assessment of
their compliance with federal and state laws (250 districts each year) and
information about the students, programs, and outcomes. The data wereceive,



analyze and verify isthe very underpinning of all our monitoring and supervision
effortsand the Quality Assurance Process. Thefollowing are the sour ces of
information that are used asa part of all Quality Assurance processes.

A. Primary Data Sour ces
1. Annual Local Plan Submission to CDE

Each of the 117 Special Education L ocal Plan Areas (SELPA), covering the 1,066
LEAS, prepare and submit policiesand procedures as one component of their local
plan. Thelocal plan processisone component of required annual LEA procedures
to ensure afree appropriate public education (FAPE) for individualswith
exceptional needs.

2. CASEMIS

The California Special Education Management Infor mation System (CASEMIYS) is
an information reporting and retrieval system, designed for electronic submission of
individual student level data twice each year by local agenciesto the state, as
authorized by state and federal laws. The purposes of this system areto:

(1) monitor special education programsfor compliance;

(2) providedata to guide planning, policy making, and administration;
(3) conduct research on programs,

(4) evaluate programs,

(5) meet statutory data requirements,

(6) project future needs,

(7) sharedata with other state and local agencies; and

(8) develop data standards.

CASEMI S containsinformation encompassing every student in special education
and includes student demogr aphics, services provided, most recent assessments and
Individual Education Program (I EP) dates and infor mation about districts and
agencies of residence and service.

3. CBEDS

The California Basic Educational Data system (CBEDS) is a statewide database
which has asits data sour ces county offices of education and school districts.
CBEDS gathersinformation on staff and student characteristicsaswell as
enrollment and hiring practices. Three separate forms are used to collect these data:
the County/District Information Form, which gathers data on staff and enrollment;
the School Information Form, which collects staff and enrollment data specific to
schools; and the Professional Assignment I nformation Form, which collects data on
certificated staff from county offices of education and local school districts.




4. SAT 9(STAR)

California's Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program was enacted by
Senate Bill 376 (Chapter 828, Statutes of 1997). The State Board of Education
selected the multiple-choice portion of the Stanford Achievement Test, Ninth
Edition, Form T (Stanford 9) asthe test to be administered each spring to all
studentsin grades 2 through 11. California Education Code requiresthat all
studentsbetested. A student background information survey administered asa
part of the assessment identifies examineesreceiving special education services.

5. Coordinated Compliance Review (CCR) Self-Review I nstrument

The CDE conducts CCR reviewson 250 L EAs annually, as part of the 100% cycle.
The self-review instrument, including the compliance self-review, must be
completed and sent to the CDE by June 30 of the year preceding the scheduled
review. The 250 local agenciesinvolved in the Coordinated Compliance Review,
ensure, through the self-review document, that they arein compliance for all
programsthey provideincluding local K-12, preschool, and birth to age three year
programs.

Theresults of the self-review are sent to CDE’s Special Education Division and are
examined by a Focused M onitoring consultant for noncompliant items. L ocal
agencies arerequired to develop a corrective action for each noncompliant item,
under the supervision of CDE staff. The consultant monitorsthe agency in
correcting noncompliance in a complete and timely manner. Each corrective
action...including response and timeline...ismonitored through the same Corrective
Action database used for complaints management. Aswith individual complaints,
sanctions are applied for not completing compliance corr ective actions.

6. Complaint Management

When aformal written complaint has been filed with CDE's Special Education
Division, the division provides written notice to the school district, SEL PA and
complainant of the pending complaint (typically within 48 hours). Federal law
requiresthe state to complete an investigation and issue a report with decisions of
compliance within 60 days. During thefirst two weeks, LEAs are encouraged to
investigate allegationslocally and if necessary, carry out corrective actions. If the
complainant signs agreement with the results of thelocal investigation, the state
considersthe allegations of noncomplianceto beresolved and the caseis closed.
CDE requiresthat LEAs submission of findings, decisions of compliance and
corrective actions (as appropriate) with evidence of resolution. If the complainant
does not sign off, the state investigation continues until the state investigation
consultant hasvalidated and or supplemented local effortsto determine and correct
noncompliance. If the school district does not complete a local investigation process,
the state investigation consultant implementsthe standard investigation process and
issuesawritten report within the 60-day timeline. Within 35 days of receipt of the
final report, either party may request that the State Superintendent of Public



Instruction reconsider thefinal report. The Superintendent may, within 15 days of
receipt of therequest, respond in writing to the parties and modify the conclusions
or required corrective actions of the CDE report. Pending the Superintendent’s
discretionary reconsideration, the Department report remainsin effect and

enforceable.

10
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B. Other Data Analysis and Results
1 Key Performance Indicators (KPIs)

The Focused Monitoring component of the Quality Assurance Process (QAP) uses
key performanceindicators (KPIs) that are aligned with the Special Education
Division Goals. A stakeholder group, composed of field professionals and advocates
who have experience and knowledge of special education, provided input and
clarified issuesin the development of QAP and the KPIs. The KPIsare used to
monitor the practicesin an educational agency that relate to effective learning for
students and the enfor cement of the protections guaranteed under law to them and
their families. Those KPIsthat arevalid and reliable measur es of goal attainment
are used to select school districtsfor monitoring asthe KPIsare calculated for every
district every year.

KPI data arealso used to identify districtsthat will participate in Facilitated,
Collaborative and Preferred-Practices Reviews.

» Facilitated Reviews are conducted with districtswhose resultsin key
performanceindicators (KPIs) are most frequently in the lowest 15% of
districts.

» Collaborative Reviews are conducted over atwo-year period of timewith
districtswhose KPI data arelessfrequently in the lowest 15% of districts.

» Preferred-Practicesreviews occur when districts are selected from the top 15
percent of the state’ sdistricts that exhibit exemplary results meeting CDE
goals.

All selected Focused Monitoring districts - facilitated, collabor ative, and preferred-
practicesdistricts - receive a CDE conducted and supervised verification of district
compliance and state level data.

An additional, random sample of districtsis selected for Verification Reviews,
drawn from thedistrictsidentified for participation in the Coordinated Compliance
Review processfor theyear. These Verification Reviews consist of areview of 60-
100 student recordsfor compliance with state and federal laws and regulations,
review of federal and state frequent noncompliance items and follow-up to prior
corrective actions.

2. Complaint and Compliance Trends
The Complaints Management and M ediation Unit, Focused Monitoring Technical
Assistance Regional Consultant, and CDE legal staff continuously review complaint

and compliancetrends. When a district hasa large number of complaints and
noncompliance findings, CDE staff initiate a review of complaints and complaint

12



management systemswith the district superintendent. Technical assistanceis
planned and provided by CDE, viathedistrict superintendent, to develop and
implement correctionsto thedistrict’s systemic areas of noncompliance.

3. Compliance History

Asapart of reviewing adistrict’s self-review, preparation for a focused monitoring
review, or any other technical assistancereview, CDE staff analyze infor mation
about the district’s compliance history. This consists of areview of complaints,
CCR noncompliance findings, and due process and mediation results. Information
from these sourcesare “triangulated” toidentify areasfor moreintensive scrutiny
and also verify lasting correction to previous noncompliant issues.

4, Student Outcome History

Asapart of preparing for Focused Monitoring reviews, CDE staff are provided
with extensive information about a district’s program. Thisincludes demographic
and administrative information as well as key performanceindicators (KPIs) and
other datathat summarizesthedistrict’s outcomes over time, acr oss age/grade
levels, and by disability (where available). Thisinformation isused in combination
with compliance infor mation to assist the CDE staff person and the district to plan
and conduct a morerigorousinquiry into thedistrict’s policies, practices and
results.

1. QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCESS

Therearefour primary elements of CDE monitoring that provide comprehensive
and timely pressureto achieve and sustain compliance statewide. They are closely
linked and coordinated.

A. Local Plan Reviews

Each local plan, including service and budget plans, isreviewed by CDE for
compliance with state and federal laws, particularly to assurethat our LEAsare
fulfilling their required responsibilitiesto provide every eligible student with a Free
Appropriate Public Education. Inconsistencies are discussed with each district and
SEL PA and corrections are made befor e approval by the State Board of Education.
Each local plan must demonstrate that the SEL PA hasin effect policies, procedures,
and programsthat are consistent with state laws and regulations, including:

(1) free and appropriate public education
(2) full educational opportunity

(3) child find and referral

(4) individualized education programs
(5) least restrictive environment

(6) procedural safeguards

13



(7) assessments

(8) confidentiality

(9) transition

(10) private schools

(11) compliance assurances

(12) governance and administration

(13) joint powers and contractual agreements
(14) per sonnel development

(15) personnéd standards

(16) performance goals and indicators

(17) participation in statewide and district-wide assessments
(18) supplementation of funds

(19) maintenance of effort

(20) public participation and

(21) suspension and expulsion rates.

In addition, Californialaw requiresthe submission of the annual service and budget
plans. These have been adopted at public hearings held by the SEL PA. The annual
service plan contains a description of services provided by each district and county
officeincluding the nature of services and physical location at which the services
will be provided. Thedescription must demonstrate that all individualswith
disabilities have access to services and instruction appropriate to meet their needs as
specified in their IEPs. The annual budget plan identifies expendituresthat
correlateto the annual service déivery plan.

Approval of theannual service delivery and budget plans by the State Board of
Education authorizesthe California Department of Education to flow funding to the
special education local plan areas (SEL PAs). Without this State Board approval,
thereisno authority for CDE to disbursethese funds. The service and budget plan
process presents a yearly opportunity to initiate sever e fiscal sanctions on local
education agencies with compliance problems.

B. Coordinated Compliance Review

1. Saf-Review I nstrument

The CDE conducts CCR reviewson 250 LEAs annually, as part of the 100% cycle.
The self-review instrument, including the compliance self-review, must be
completed and sent to the CDE by June 30 of the year preceding their scheduled
review. The Quality Assurance Process (QAP) isdesigned, along with other
California Department of Education mechanisms, to enfor ce the protections
guaranteed under state and federal law for students and their families. The 250 local
agenciesinvolved in a Coordinated Compliance Review ensure, through the self-
review document, that they arein compliance for all programsthey provide,
including local K-12, preschool, and Early Start Programs (birth to agethree). The
results of the self-review are sent to CDE's Special Education Division and are

14



examined by a Focused M onitoring consultant for noncompliant items. L ocal
agencies arerequired to develop a corrective action for each noncompliant item,
under the supervision of CDE staff. The consultant monitorsthe agency in
correcting noncompliance in a complete and timely way. Each corrective action -
including response and timeline - ismonitored through the same Corrective Actions
database used for complaints management. Aswith individual complaints,
sanctions are applied for not completing compliance corr ective actions.

2. Coordinated Compliance Review Data Base

By the third quarter of thefiscal year (January -March 2000), the Special Education
Division will have direct electronic accessto the District Integrated View System.
(Currently, specific dataruns arerequested from CCR management.) This system,
currently being upgraded, will allow special education consultantsto view and
interact with the following collections of infor mation: Coordinated Compliance
Review, including historical compliance data for past 15 years, Consolidated
Programs Descriptions, and Compliance Tracking System. This system includes
the current status of outstanding complianceitemsfor all categorical programs.
This system will also enable data profilesto be mor e accurate, will inform the
monitoring and compliance assur ance processes, and will be availableto all
consultantsfor purposes of compliance and complaint management and follow-up
to prior corrective actions.

C. Complaint Management

When a formal complaint has been filed with CDE's Special Education Division, the
division provideswritten notice to the school district, SEL PA and complainant of
the pending complaint (typically within 48 hours). Federal law requiresthe state to
complete an investigation and issue areport within 60 days. During thefirst two
weeks, LEAs are encouraged to investigate allegations locally and if necessary, carry
out corrective actions. If the complainant signs agreement with the results of the
local investigation, the state consider s the allegations of noncomplianceto be
resolved and the caseisclosed. If the complainant does not sign off, the state
investigation continues until the state investigation consultant has validated and or
supplemented local effortsto determine and correct noncompliance. If the school
district does not complete alocal investigation process, the state investigation
consultant implementsthe standard investigation process and issuesa written
report within the 60-day timeline. Within 35 days of receipt of thefinal report,
either party may request that the State Superintendent of Public Instruction
reconsider thefinal report. The Superintendent may, within 15 days of receipt of the
request, respond in writing to the parties and modify the conclusions or required
corrective actions of the CDE report. Pending the Superintendent’sdiscretionary
reconsideration the Department report remainsin effect and enforceable. The
following chart visualizesthis process:
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D. Focused Monitoring and Other CDE Monitoring Efforts

Asrequired in IDEA regulations (CFR 300.137 Performance Goals and I ndicators),
California has commitment and activities that addr ess per for mance goals and
indicatorsfor children with disabilitiesin the state that:

» Ensurethat all children with disabilities have a free and appropriate
public education that emphasizes special education and related services
designed to meet their unique needs; and

* Preparesthem for employment and independent living;

» Ensuresand protects therightsof children and their parents;, and

» Assesses and ensuresthe effectiveness of effortsto educate children with
disabilities.

California performance goals and indicator s ar e consistent, to the maximum extent
appropriate, with other goals and standardsfor ALL CHILDREN established by
thestate. The Focused Monitoring efforts of the CDE’s Quality Assurance Process,
expand upon, and closely link with, therequired SEA and LEA compliance efforts
to provide ongoing, systemic implementation of improved resultsfor children with
disabilities. Thevolunteer districtsparticipating in the focused monitoring efforts
have both desire and commitment to ensure and go beyond federal and state
compliance to promote and demonstrate improved resultsfor children with
disabilities.

For the 1999-2000 transition year, the CDE and the volunteer Facilitated and
Collaborative districts utilize a data infor med system through key performance
indicators and compliance to resear ch, analyze, verify and plan for addressing the
Special Education Division goals at the local level.

1. Focused Monitoring Reviews

CDE monitorsthe activities of all LEAsto ensurethat they fulfill their
responsibilities of all LEAsto ensurethat they fulfill their responsibilities
under federal and state lawsfor studentswith disabilities. Focused monitoring
reviewsisone of four major methodsfor ensuring compliance.

KPI data areused toidentify districtsthat will participate in facilitated,
collaborative and Preferred-Practicesreviews.

* Facilitated Reviews occur when an LEA’s data frequently placesthem in the
lowest 15% of districts statewide. District KPI dataisverified under the
supervision of CDE staff and a district leader ship team under the general
direction of thedistrict superintendent conducts an intensive self-review of
compliance and student outcomes and develops a plan for district and
student resultsin specific areas. Thisisatwo tothreeyear process.

18



» Collaborative Reviews occur when a LEA’s data placesthem in the lowest
15% of the state, though not as frequently as data pointsin facilitated.
District KPI dataisverified under the supervision of CDE staff and a district
leader ship team, under the general direction of the superintendent, conducts
an intensive self-review of compliance and student outcomes and develops a
plan for distrcict and individual student results. Thisisatwo year process.

* Preferred-Practicesreviews occur when districts are selected from thetop 15
% of the state' sdistrictsthat exhibit exemplary results meeting CDE goals as
evidenced by KPI data. Once verification of preferred-practicesdistricts
outcomes are verified, they will bereferred as mentorsto districts needing
assistance in achieving quality outcomesfor children.

Unlikethe abovereviews, the Verification Reviews are drawn from thedistricts
identified for participation in the Coordinated Compliance Review processfor the
year. The Verification Reviews consist of areview of 60-100 student recordsfor
compliance with state and federal laws and regulations, review of federal and state
frequent noncompliance items and follow-up to prior corrective actions.

All chosen focused monitoring districts - facilitated, collabor ative, and preferred-
practicesdistricts - receive a CDE conducted and supervised Verification Review
process of district compliance and student level data submitted to the CASEMIS
system.

2. Other Monitoring Visits
a. Based on Complaints and Compliance Trends

Asnoted above, the Complaints Management and M ediation Unit staff, Focused
Monitoring and Technical Assistance Regional Consultants, and CDE legal staff
continuously review complaint and compliancetrends. When a district hasalarge
number of complaints and noncompliance findings, CDE staff initiatesa review of
pattern complaints and local complaint management systemswith the district
superintendent. Technical assistanceis planned and provided by CDE, viathe
district superintendent, to develop and implement correctionsto thedistrict’s
systemic ar eas of noncompliance.

b. Based on the Number or Complexity of Noncompliant Self-review Findings
Theresolution of CCR self-review findings may suggest, when coupled with the

district’s compliance history, that thereisa need to conduct a wider discussion and
review of thedistrict’s practicesand compliance. Thismay result in an onsite
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review for the purposes of developing a mor e compr ehensive under standing of
noncompliance and development of mor e effective corrective action plans.

E. Numbers of Students Represented in Districts Being Monitor ed

An illustration of the CDE compliance data management process may be found on
page 15 and a table “ Estimated Number of Students Receiving Special Education
Servicesin Districts Monitored in 1999-2000" below. Please seethetable below,
“California Department of Education, Special Education Division, Estimated
Number of Students Receiving Special Education Servicesin Districts M onitored
during 1999-2000" and Attachment 1, which provides an overview of the types of
monitoring and the students enrolled.

Estimated Number of Students Recelving Special Education Services
In Districts Monitored During 1999-2000
By Type of Monitoring

Monitor Type Enrolled Pct

Local Plan & Compliance/Complaint 3,972 0.6%
Local Plan/Collaborative (Facilitated framework) 2,084 0.3%
Local Plan/Collaborative 3,030 0.5%
Local Plan/Verification/CCR 5,813 0.9%
Loca Plan/CCR 9,088 1.4%
Local Plan Only 114,809 18.2%
Compliance/Complaint & Collaborative 19,261 3.0%
Compliance/Complaint & Verification 3,094 0.5%
Compliance/Complaint & CCR 70,892 11.2%
Compliance/Complaint 1,241 0.2%
Facilitated/CCR 351  0.1%
Facilitated Only 3581  0.6%
Collaborative (Facilitated framework)/CCR 2,299 0.4%
Collaborative/ CCR 386| 0.1%
Collaborative Only 8,831 1.4%
Verification/CCR 24,838  3.9%
CCR Only 104,317| 16.5%
All Monitored 377,887 59.8%
All California 632,238/ 100.0%

V. ENFORCEMENT TOOLS

A. Corrective Actions and Enfor cement
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Whenever monitoring activitiesidentify instances of noncompliance (complaints,
compliancereviews, self-reviews, etc.), CDE imposes and monitor s corrective action
plans. These corrective actions need to be, and are | EP/child specific. The goal of
the corrective action plan isto assurethat the LEA fulfillsitsrequired
responsibilitiesfor students with disabilities under federal and state laws. For
complaints, these are developed as a part of the complaint investigation and
reporting process. For other findings of noncompliance (e.g.: CCR self-reviews,
compliance verification for Focused Monitoring reviews, or LEA self-study
processesin Focused Monitoring), local agenciesarerequired to, under the
supervision of CDE staff, develop a corrective action for each noncompliant item.
The consultant monitorsthe agency in correcting noncompliancein a complete and
timely way. Each corrective action, including required actions, response and
timeline, is monitored through the same Corrective Actions database used for
complaints management.

B. Sanctions

CDE isrequired to have sanctionsfor LEA noncompliance that can reasonably be
expected to compel compliance where necessary. Asyou are aware, thereareno
obj ective standar ds asto specific sanctionsthat arerequired. 1f OSEP believes our
sanctions are not appropriate, or that other sanctionsarerequired, it isimportant
for OSEP to communicate that to usdirectly. California’ ssanctionsinclude:

1. Withholding of federal Part B dollars

2. Disapproving local planswhich would cause federal and state dollarsto stop
flowing

3. Requiring local boards of education to hold public hearingsto address serious
noncompliance and how thedistrict will come into compliance with state and
federal law

4. Requesting awrit of mandate within a state court to order compliance with a
corrective action plan. (Should the LEA not comply, contempt proceedings
would beinstituted.)

C. CDE ProvidesIndividual, Regional and Statewide Training and Technical
Assistance

The California Department of Education, (CDE), through training and technical
assistanceto local educational agencies supportsthe goal of continuous
improvement utilizing resear ch-based practices consistently applied at the student
level. The State Improvement Grant and CDE funded activities provide technical
assistance and training to educators, service providers, and families/consumer s for
thelocal and regional implementation and application of research-based practices
and system improvements particularly impacting positive student resultsin reading
and behavior.

Intensive technical assistanceis focused on:
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» Federally-identified areas of noncompliance

* Frequent statewide noncomplianceitems. Analysis of due process, complaint
and compliancefindingsisused to identify needsfor proactive, statewide
intervention and prevention

* ldentification of regional issues and concernsisdonethrough theregional
coor dinating councils of the Compr ehensive System of Personnel
Development (CSPD)

* ldentification of statewideissuesisalso donethrough the Partnership
Committee of the State | mprovement Grant

» Délivery of intensive, systems change support isprovided to districtsinvolved
in Facilitated and Collabor ative monitoring processes

School districtsaretargeted for thistechnical assistance and customized training
through the Quality Assurance Process which includeslocal district data analysis of
individual complaints and due process findings. Technical assistance services
provided to L EAsinvolves customized training and infor mation dissemination in
knowledge, skill development, guided implementation, application, and ongoing
coaching in resear ch-based best practices and systemsimprovements.

The compr ehensive system of per sonnel development (CSPD) isdesigned to ensure
an adequate supply of qualified special education, regular education, and related
services personnel to meet the needs of children with disabilities. California Services
for Technical Assistance and Training (CalSTAT) assists the CDE to fulfill the
mandated components of the CSPD and to implement the State | mprovement
Grant. CalSTAT supportsthe Partner ship Committee on Special Education, a
diverse and representative group of individuals concerned with the education of
children with disabilities. The Partner ship was formed to help create a foundation
for the State Improvement Plan (SIP) and the State | mprovement Grant (SI G).
CalSTAT also supportsthe California Education Innovation I nstitute (CEII) to
offer training for educators, administrators, family membersand otherswho are
interested in developmentsin special education. CalSTAT utilizes Resourcesin
Special Education (RiSE), to develop and disseminate information on current issues,
new resear ch and effective programs. In addition to publishing a bimonthly
newsletter, The Special Edge, RiSE maintains one of the largest specialized resource
collections on special education and early intervention in the nation.

All enfor cement tools— Corrective Actions, Sanctions, and Technical Assistance--
are used consistently and in combination, as needed to support achievement of
compliance with state and federal law.

A. CDE has described verbally and in writing, its proposals for facilitated,
collaborative, and verification monitoring reviews, as well as its proposals for
resolving complaints under 34 CFR 300.660-300.662

1. How will CDE use the Key Performance Indicator (KPI) data and other
methods to ensure that it appropriately monitors, and ensures compliance
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by, public agencies for which it appears that many of the KPI data would
not be applicable and/or available?

Answer: Asmentioned above KPIs are used to determine which districts will be
involved in Focused Monitoring reviews (Facilitated, Collabor ative, Verification,
Preferred Practices). All four types of thesereviewsinclude a state supervised and
implemented review of compliance through the verification process. All forms of
review include data verification and compliance checks using 60 to 100 student files.

It isimportant to note that KPIsare only one meansto identify districts needing
morein-depth review. CCR findings, Local Plan reviews and complaint/compliance
trends must all trigger morein-depth reviews:

Coordinated Compliance Review Findings: Annually, 250 of districts
in the state conduct a self-assessment on their compliance and
noncompliance with IDEA, Part B and C (if applicable). CDE reviews
all self-reviews, follows up on all corrective action plans, documents
resolution, and implements sanctions, as appropriate. Each district
utilizesthe CDE developed self-review document that addresses all
areas of IDEA and state laws and regulations.

Annual Service Plan and Budget Plan: Aspart of phasing in Assembly
Bill (AB) 602, selected SEL PAs are now required to annually submit
to CDE specific information (Annual Service Plan) regarding the
provision of a FAPE to all studentswithin their jurisdiction and their
fiscal accountability plan ensuring FAPE. Thisinformation isin
addition to their written policies and procedures ensuring compliance
with IDEA. Thisnew process, legislated through AB 602, has
provided CDE with increased and mor e specific infor mation for
monitoring and supervision of districts. For this 1999-2000 transition
year, the CDE oversight, supervision and monitoring of local plan
compliance constitutes 25.3% of districtsin the state. Aslegidated, by
June 30, 2003, all districts (1,066) in California through the SEL PA
will annually submit a service and budget plan.

Complaint Management and Corrective Action Oversight: The
number of complaints and noncompliance findingstrigger a team of
special education consultantsfrom the CMM and FM/TA units,
combined with legal resour ces, to improve and to follow up on
noncompliance with a corrective action plan. Beginning July 1, 1999,
the Focused Monitoring Units provided three analyststo monitor all
complaint investigation findings of compliance and noncompliance
statewide. The newly developed data base provides detailed
delineation of allegations, findings of compliance or noncompliance,
corrective actions with specific timelinesfor each allegation, and
tracking of resolution of noncompliance including sanctions, as
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appropriate. California estimatesthat approximately 850 complaints
will beinvestigated and resolved by the end of thisfiscal year.

. Procedural GuaranteesPlan: Aspart of thedistrict’s Quality
Assurance Agreement for thistransition year, each Facilitated,
Collaborative, Verification and Preferred-Practicesdistrict will
conduct an intensive, systemic study of compliance which resultsin a
reporting of noncompliant areas, corrective actions and timelines.
This Procedural Guarantees Plan is submitted to the CDE for
monitoring of resolutions consistent with IDEA. Thisisdone by the
LEA in partnership with the CDE. All areas of nhoncompliance have
documented corrective actions with reasonable timelines applied. The
CDE continuesits monitoring and supervision of the Procedural
Guarantees Plan. Thesedistrictswill also utilize CDE’s developed
compliance document that coversall areasof IDEA and state laws
and regulations.

. Compliance Management through CDE teaming: The Complaints
Management and Mediation Consultants, Focused Monitoring
regional consultants, and CDE legal staff initiate and meet with a
district superintendent for districtswho have alarge number of
complaints and noncompliance findings. Technical assistanceis
planned and provided by CDE, viathedistrict superintendent, to
addressthedistrict’s systemic ar eas of noncompliance.

Findings of noncomplianceresult in a corrective action plan. For complaints, these
are developed as a part of the complaint investigation and reporting process. For
other findings of noncompliance, for example CCR, Compliance Verification for
Focused Monitoring reviews, or LEA self-study processes in Focused M onitoring,
local agenciesarerequired, under the supervision of CDE staff, to develop a
corrective action for each noncompliant item. The consultant monitorsthe agency
in correcting noncompliance in a complete and timely manner. Each corrective
action, including required actions, response and timeline, is monitored through the
same corr ective actions database used for complaints management. Aswith
individual complaints, sanctions are applied for not completing compliance
corrective actions.

2. What, if any, other procedures will CDE use to monitor public agencies
for compliance?

Answer: Theverification processistheinitial processused to monitor compliancein

all types of Focused Monitoring. Generally, the verification process consists of a
review of 60 to 100 individual student records selected at random using CASEMIS

24



data. Thereviewsare conducted by ateam made up of CDE staff, consultants and
LEA personnel trained to use CDE filereview materials. In order to preparefor the
review, the CDE consultant will deter mine which other LEASs serve children who
areresidents of thedistrict (e.g., County Office of Education). These other locations
must beincluded in the verification review, based on the random selection of
individual student records. The consultant would also secur e information about the
district’s compliance history of CCR noncompliance, Complaints and Due Process
hearings. The CDE consultant follows-up on prior corrective actions and identifies
any special compliance ar eas needing verification. Lastly, the consultant will

secure: alist of individual student recordsto review; CASEMIS datafor the
selected students, and alisting of the appropriate compliance review form to use for
each student record.

In order to reduce the amount of information that needsto bereviewed in any single
record, Part B requirementswill berandomly assigned to five different forms and
Part C itemswill berandomly assigned to three different forms. Each form will
includeitemsfrom all of the sections of the requirements. Formswill be randomly
assigned to individual student records. In thisway, all formswill be used to review
individual student recordsin thedistrict.

Topreparethe LEA for thereview, the CDE consultant contactsthedistrict to
confirm the department’s participation, schedule the visit, describe the process,
solicit the participation of district staff and to inform the team about CASEMIS
data. Theconsultant also assistsin thereview of recordsfor CASEMIS, provides
technical assistance, deter mines a location wheretherecord review will take place
and answer s questionsthe district superintendent may have. In addition, the
consultant verifiesthe need to include additional LEAs serving children who are
residents of thedistrict. Additional callsare madeto other LEAs participating in
thereview.

A follow-up letter issent to the districtsinvolved to confirm the dates, the location,
the participation of staff and the type of information that will need to be assembled
for review of individual student records. Theletter also specifiesa dateprior tothe
review when thelist of student recordswill be sent to thedistrict. Two tothreedays
prior tothereview, the consultant sends, viafax or overnight mail, a list of
individual student recordsto be pulled for review by the team to all of the districts
participating in thereview.

The CDE consultant will need to arrange a meeting with LEA staff associated with
CASEMISdata. Thepurpose of this meeting isto trace the process of data entry
from | EP meeting to submission to CDE. The second purposeistoinquire how
decisonsare madeto “mark” certain CASEMIS codes. These questionswill be
supplied by the CDE Assessment, Evaluation and Support Unit (AES).

A second meeting iswith thedistrict staff and who will beworking with CDE staff
toreview therecords. Thismeeting will preparetheteam to pull and review
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records according to CDE requirements. A list of recordswill be selected to include
50-plusrecords of individual studentswho werereported to bein CASEMIS, as of
April 1998 and 50-plusrecords of studentswho were exited, asof April 1998. The
list provided by AES will be provided in a certain order, based on their random
selection. Theteam will review at least 30, exited or not exited, records from each
group. If anindividual student record ismissing or unavailable, a notation will be
made about that record and thereviewers proceed until a total of 30 records have
been reviewed in that group.

For CASEMIS, theformsrequirethe reviewer to mark one of two boxes- “YES,”
the data can be confirmed from individual student recordsor “NO,” thedata are
not present or cannot be confirmed from records. For compliancereviewsthe
formsrequirethereviewer to mark one of threeboxes- “YES,” theindividual
student record complieswith theitem, “NO,” theindividual student record does not
comply with theitem, or “N/A,” theitem does not apply to the particular record
begin reviewed. Each data sheet scored at this point to determineif thereisaneed
to review additional records. If thefirst thirty individual student recordsin each
group do not meet the following decision rules, then an additional 10 individual
student recordsfrom that group arereviewed. If theindividual student records
from one of the groups does not meet the decision rules after reading 40 records, the
final 10recordsarereviewed (up to atotal of 50 individual student recordsfor each

group).

For CASEMI S verification, use the following decision rulesto deter mine the need to
review additional individual student records:

Step 1.

Review 30 individual student records- review 10 moreindividual student recordsif:
3individual student records are missing

3individual student recordswith 5“Nos’

100 total “Nos’ out of the group of 30 individual student records (540 items)

Step 2.

Review 10 mor e individual student records - review another 10 moreindividual
student recordsif:

1 additional individual student record is missing

4 individual student recordswith 5“Nos’ out of group of 40 individual student
records

133 total “Nos’ out of the group of 40 individual student records (720 items)

Step 3.

Review 10 more individual student records - recommend full audit if:

1 additional individual student record ismissing

5individual student recordswith 5“Nos’ out of group of 50 individual student
records

166 total “Nos’ out of the group of 50 individual student records (1000 items)
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For Compliance Verification, use the following decision rulesto determine the need
to review additional records (“X” below indicates decision ruleswhich are till
under discussion):

Step 1.

Review 30 individual student records- review 10 moreindividual student recordsif:
3individual student records are missing

X individual student recordswith X “Nos”

X total “Nos’ out of the group of 30 individual student records (X items)

Step 2.

Review 10 mor e individual student records - review another 10 moreindividual
student recordsif:

1 additional individual student record is missing

X individual student recordswith X “Nos’ out of group of 40 individual student
records

X total individual student records“Nos’ out of the group of 40 individual student
records (X items)

Step 3.

Review 10 morerecords- recommend full audit if:
1 additional record ismissing

X recordswith X “Nos’ out of group of 50

X total “Nos’ out of the group of 50 (X items)

Asageneral rule, if the verification decision ruleis met for a given group - exit/no
exit or for a given type- compliance/ CASEMIS - theteam must discontinue
reviewing individual recordsfor that group and type. For example, if after 30
records, the CASEMISdatafor the no exit group is okay, the team must discontinue
reviewing CASEMI S data for the no exit group. However, the team should continue
to review compliance for the no exit group until the scoring islessthan the decision
rule amount. Based on the information about the district’s compliance history, the
consultant should arrangeto review individual student records and conduct
interviews with appropriate staff to determine that appropriate corrective actions
have occurred and that smilar compliance problems have not resurfaced.

The consultant will schedule a debriefing with the district superintendent and
selected staff. The purpose of the debriefing isto provide a quick overview of the
process and preliminary findings. Thevisit should be followed by a report
summarizing the results of the verification review. Thisisasimple, statistical
summary of findings and requirementsfor follow-up. For CASEMIS data, the
consultant conferswith AES staff regarding theinterpretation and need for revision
of their CASEMI S system. For compliance items, consultantsrequire corrective
actionsfor all instances of noncompliance including individual child itemsaswell as
district-wide noncomplianceissues. Districts with numerousdistrict-wide

27



noncompliance itemswill beidentified for the pool of facilitated, preferred
practices, verification and collaborative districts for 2000-01.

In addition to the verification process, facilitated, collabor ative and preferred
practicesdistrictswill engage in additional self study processes suited to the
respective purposes of thereviews. Facilitated and collaborative districts will utilize
avariety of methodsincluding surveys, inter views, focus groups, classroom visits,
and involve a variety of audiences such as students, parents, advocates, staff and
administrators, to expand their under standing of compliance problemsand to
identify the most meaningful, systemic corrective actions. CDE staff will participate
in these processes and in the identification of additional, noncompliance items.
Corrective actionsarerequired for any instance of noncompliance through these
processes, aswell. District wide corrective actionsinclude a variety of responses -
policy changes, staff development, practice changes, etc. For broad-based CDE
corrective actions, greater detail regarding the evaluation of corrective actions
developed and monitored. Thedetail could, for example, includethe desired
outcomes of inservice, including methods and timelinesfor evaluating the outcomes.

In addition to reviews conducted as a part of Focused Monitoring, other types of
compliance investigations may betriggered by CCR self-review findings, local plan
reviews and complaint/compliancetrends. These may beinitiated asfollows:

* Based on complaints and compliance trends, as noted above, the
Complaints Management and Mediation Unit (CMM), FMTA
Consultant, and CDE legal staff continuously review complaint and
compliancetrends. When adistrict hasalarge number of complaints
and noncompliance findings, CDE staff initiate a review of pattern
complaints and local complaint management systemswith the district
superintendent. Technical assistanceis planned and provided by CDE,
viathedistrict superintendent, to develop and implement correctionsto
thedistrict’s systemic ar eas of noncompliance.

* Based on the number and complexity of noncompliant self-review
findings, theresolution of CCR self-review findings may suggest,
especially when coupled with the district’s compliance history, that there
isaneed to conduct a wider discussion and review of thedistrict’s
practices and compliance. If so, thismust result in an onsite review for
the purposes of developing a more compr ehensive under standing of
noncompliance and development of mor e effective corrective action
plans.

3. Will CDE continue to implement the CCR procedures as a mechanism
for determining compliance?

Answer: Yes. Coordinated Compliance Review procedures are ongoing and
include self-review, thelocal plan, sitevisitsand technical assistance. The CDE,
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therefor e, addr esses compliance and noncompliance using the CCR processon a
statewide on-going and annual basis. It isnot overstated to say that 100% of
districtsin the state, aspart of their annual plan writing process, self-assesstheir
compliance with IDEA, Part B and C, asapplicable. In addition, 25% of thetotal
complete awritten self-review every year.

The CDE reviews all self-reviews, follows up on all corrective action plans,
documentsresolution, and imposes sanctions, as appropriate. Each district utilizes
the CDE self-review document and California Special Education Programs: A
Composite of L aws handbook, that addresses all areas of IDEA, state laws and
regulationsto verify local compliance.

The CDE has expanded procedural complianceto place additional emphasison
student performance. Staff hasbeen added to enableimproved corrective action
plan monitoring and follow-up aswell asto provide additional technical assistance.
Consultant emphasis on the use of data to support monitoring has also been
increased.

4. 1f so, how will CDE revise the CCR process to make it an effective
mechanism for determining compliance with the requirements of Part B?

Answer: Approximately 250 districtsin theannual CCR pool complete compliance
self-reviewsin the year preceding the scheduled CCR activity. Additional local
annual plan submission, CASEMIS and CBEDS data submissions, plusKPI data,
provide a comprehensive evaluation of each district’s compliance status. |n some
casestheresolution of CCR self-review findings will suggest, especially when
coupled with thedistrict’s compliance history, a need to conduct a wider discussion
and review of the district’s practices and compliance. Thiswill result in an onsite
review for the purposes of developing a mor e compr ehensive under standing of
noncompliance and development of mor e effective corrective action plans. All
follow-up and enforcement activities generated by the evaluations and data are
systematically managed by CDE staff.

In addition to the above scheduled activities, districts are also identified at random
from the CCR pool, to recelve a verification review. Any instances of noncompliance
result in follow-up and implementation of a corrective action plan. In futureyears,
we will add additional factorsrelated to our review, analysis and validation of data
from thistransition year. The University of California at L os Angeles validation
study will also assist in our future data planning.

5. What are the differences between facilitated, collaborative and verification in terms
of data and procedures used, reporting of noncompliance, and timelines for ensuring
correction?

Answer: Theverification processistheinitial processused to monitor compliancein
all types of Focused Monitoring. Generally, the verification process consists of a
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review of 60 to 100 individual student records selected at random using CASEMIS
data. Thereviewsare conducted by ateam made up of CDE staff, consultants and
LEA personnel trained to use CDE filereview materials. In order to preparefor the
review, the CDE consultant will deter mine which other LEASs serve children who
areresidents of thedistrict (e.g., County Office of Education). These other locations
must beincluded in the verification review, based on the random selection of
individual student records. The consultant would also secur e infor mation about the
district’s compliance history of CCR noncompliance, Complaints and Due Process
hearings. The CDE consultant follows-up on prior corrective actions and identifies
any special compliance ar eas needing verification. Lastly, the consultant will

secure: alist of individual student recordsto review; CASEMIS datafor the
selected students, and alisting of the appropriate compliance review form to use for
each student record.

In order to reduce the amount of information that needsto bereviewed in any single
record, Part B requirementswill be randomly assigned to five different forms and
Part C itemswill berandomly assigned to three different forms. Each form will
includeitemsfrom all of the sections of the requirements. Formswill be randomly
assigned to individual student records. In thisway, all formswill be used to review
individual student recordsin thedistrict.

To preparethe LEA for thereview, the CDE consultant contactsthedistrict to
confirm the department’s participation, schedulethe visit, describe the process,
solicit the participation of district staff and to inform the team about CASEMIS
data. Theconsultant also assistsin thereview of recordsfor CASEMIS, provides
technical assistance, determines a location wheretherecord review will take place
and answer s questions the district superintendent may have. In addition, the
consultant verifiesthe need to include additional L EAs serving children who are
residents of thedistrict. Additional callsarebe madeto other LEAs participating in
thereview.

A follow-up letter issent to the districtsinvolved to confirm the dates, the location,
the participation of staff and the type of information that will need to be assembled
for review of individual student records. Theletter also specifiesa date prior tothe
review when thelist of student recordswill be sent to thedistrict. Twoto three days
prior tothereview, the consultant sends, viafax or overnight mail, a list of
individual student recordsto be pulled for review by the team to all of the districts
participating in thereview.

The CDE consultant will need to arrange a meeting with LEA staff associated with
CASEMISdata. Thepurpose of thismeeting isto trace the process of data entry
from IEP meeting to submission to CDE. The second purposeisto inquire how
decisonsare madeto “mark” certain CASEMIS codes. These questionswill be
supplied by the CDE Assessment, Evaluation and Support Unit (AES).
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A second meeting iswith thedistrict staff and who will beworking with CDE staff
toreview therecords. Thismeeting will preparetheteam to pull and review
records according to CDE requirements. A list of recordswill be selected to include
50-plusrecords of individual studentswho werereported to bein CASEMIS, as of
April 1998 and 50-plusrecords of studentswho were exited, asof April 1998. The
list provided by AES will be provided in a certain order, based on their random
selection. Theteam will review at least 30, exited or not exited, records from each
group. If anindividual student record ismissing or unavailable, a notation will be
made about that record and thereviewers proceed until a total of 30 records have
been reviewed in that group.

For CASEMIS, theformsrequirethe reviewer to mark one of two boxes- “YES,”
the data can be confirmed from individual student recordsor “NO,” thedata are
not present or cannot be confirmed from records. For compliancereviewsthe
formsrequirethereviewer to mark one of threeboxes- “YES,” theindividual
student record complieswith theitem, “NO,” theindividual student record does not
comply with theitem, or “N/A,” theitem does not apply to the particular record
begin reviewed. Each data sheet scored at this point to determineif thereisaneed
to review additional records. If thefirst thirty individual student recordsin each
group do not meet the following decision rules, then an additional 10 individual
student recordsfrom that group arereviewed. If theindividual student records
from one of the groups does not meet the decision rules after reading 40 records, the
final 10recordsarereviewed (up to atotal of 50 individual student recordsfor each

group).

For CASEMI S verification, use the following decision rulesto deter mine the need to
review additional individual student records:

Step 1.

Review 30 individual student records- review 10 moreindividual student recordsif:
3individual student records are missing

3individual student recordswith 5“Nos’

100 total “Nos’ out of the group of 30 individual student records (540 items)

Step 2.
Review 10 moreindividual student records- review another 10 mor e individual
student recordsif:

1 additional individual student record ismissing

4 individual student recordswith 5“Nos’ out of group of 40 individual student
records

133 total “Nos’ out of the group of 40 individual student records (720 items)

Step 3.

31



Review 10 moreindividual student records - recommend full audit if:

1 additional individual student record is missing

5individual student recordswith 5“Nos’ out of group of 50 individual student
records

166 total “Nos’ out of the group of 50 individual student records (1000 items)

For Compliance Verification, use the following decision rulesto deter mine the need
to review additional records(an” x” below indicates decision rules which are still
under discussion):

Step 1.

Review 30 individual student records- review 10 moreindividual student recordsif:
3individual student recordsare missing

X individual student recordswith X “Nos’

X total “Nos’ out of the group of 30 individual student records (X items)

Step 2.

Review 10 mor e individual student records - review another 10 moreindividual
student recordsif:

1 additional individual student record is missing

X individual student recordswith X “Nos’ out of group of 40 individual student
records

X total individual student records“Nos’ out of the group of 40 individual student
records (X items)

Step 3.

Review 10 morerecords- recommend full audit if:
1 additional record ismissing

X recordswith X “Nos” out of group of 50

X total “Nos’ out of the group of 50 (X items)

Asageneral rule, if the verification decision ruleis met for a given group - exit/no
exit or for a given type- compliance/ CASEMIS - theteam must discontinue
reviewing individual recordsfor that group and type. For example, if after 30
records, the CASEMISdatafor the no exit group is okay, the team must discontinue
reviewing CASEMI S data for the no exit group. However, the team should continue
to review compliance for the no exit group until the scoring islessthan the decision
rule amount. Based on the information about the district’s compliance history, the
consultant should arrangeto review individual student records and conduct
interviews with appropriate staff to determine that appropriate corrective actions
have occurred and that ssmilar compliance problems have not resurfaced.

The consultant will schedule a debriefing with the district superintendent and
selected staff. The purpose of the debriefing isto provide a quick overview of the
process and preliminary findings. Thevisit should be followed by a report
summarizing the results of the verification review. Thisisasimple, statistical
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summary of findings and requirementsfor follow-up. For CASEMIS data, the
consultant conferswith AES staff regarding theinterpretation and need for revision
of their CASEMI S system. For compliance items, consultantsrequire corrective
actionsfor all instances of noncompliance including individual child itemsaswell as
district-wide noncomplianceissues. Districts with numerousdistrict-wide
noncomplianceitemswill beidentified for the pool of facilitated, preferred
practices, verification and collaborative districts for 2000-01.

In addition to the verification process, facilitated, collabor ative and preferred
practicesdistrictswill engage in additional self study processes suited to the
respective purposes of thereviews. Facilitated and collaborative districts will utilize
avariety of methodsincluding surveys, interviews, focus groups, classroom visits,
and involve a variety of audiences such as students, parents, advocates, staff and
administrators, to expand their understanding of compliance problemsand to
identify the most meaningful, systemic corrective actions. CDE staff will participate
in these processes and in the identification of additional, noncompliance items.
Corrective actionsarerequired for any instance of noncompliance through these
processes, aswell. District wide corrective actionsinclude a variety of responses -
policy changes, staff development, practice changes, etc. For broad-based CDE
corrective actions, greater detail regarding the evaluation of corrective actions
developed and monitored. Thedetail could, for example, include the desired
outcomes of inservice, including methods and timelinesfor evaluating the outcomes.

In addition to reviews conducted as a part of Focused M onitoring, other types of
complianceinvestigation may betriggered by CCR self-review findings, local plan
reviews and complaint/compliancetrends. These may beinitiated asfollows:

* Based on complaints and compliance trends, as noted above, the
Complaints Management and Mediation Unit (CMM), FMTA
Consultant, and CDE legal staff continuously review complaint and
compliancetrends. When adistrict hasalarge number of complaints
and noncompliance findings, CDE staff initiate a review of pattern
complaints and local complaint management systemswith the district
superintendent. Technical assistanceis planned and provided by CDE,
viathedistrict superintendent, to develop and implement correctionsto
thedistrict’s systemic ar eas of noncompliance.

* Based on the number and complexity of noncompliant self-review
findings, theresolution of CCR self-review findings must suggest,
especially when coupled with the district’s compliance history, that there
isaneed to conduct a wider discussion and review of thedistrict’s
practices and compliance. Thismust result in an onsitereview for the
pur poses of developing a mor e comprehensive under standing of
noncompliance and development of mor e effective corrective action
plans.
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1. For each of the three school years after 1999-2000; (a) How many
additional districtswill CDE monitor using a collaborative review (if
thisincludes both districts that had a facilitated review the prior year
and districts that did not, please differentiate between the two); and
(b) What percentage of the Sate' stotal Part B child count will those
additional districts represent?

Answer: (a) Thisyear isalegidativetransition year. Our budget change proposal
for 2000-2001 requests additional resourcesfor Year One. It requestsfour new
Facilitated Reviews and eight continuing Facilitated Reviews from the transition
year. Wewould add on additional collabor ative and verification reviews. How
many is dependent upon additional legisative resources. (b) Thisisunknown at this
point.

2. For each of the three school years after 1999-2000: (a) How many
additional districtswill CDE monitor using a collaborative review (if
thisincludes both districts that had a facilitated review the prior year
and districts that did not, please differentiate between the two); and
(b) What percentage of the Sate' stotal Part B child count will those
additional districts represent?

Answer: (a) In total, the CDE isannually monitoring compliance in the four
elements of the Quality Assurance Process (L ocal Plan, Complaints M onitoring,
CCR and Focused Monitoring) by districts representing 100% of the studentsin the
Part B pupil count. Thisincludesvolunteer districts participating in Facilitated,
Collaborative and Verification Reviewsin addition to thedistrict pupil countsfor
districts undergoing investigationsfor allegations of noncompliance during the fiscal
year. The specific number of the typesof district monitoring will be ascertained on
an annual basis. (b) Thisisunknown at this point.

3. For each of the three school years after 1999-2000: (a) How many
additional districtswill CDE monitor using a verification review; and
(b) What percentage of the Sate’' stotal Part B child count will those
additional districts represent?

Answer: (a) In total, the CDE isannually monitoring compliance in the four
elements of the Quality Assurance Program (Local Plan, Complaints Monitoring,
CCR and Focused Monitoring) by districts representing 100% of the studentsin the
Part B pupil count. Thisincludesdistricts participating in facilitated, collaborative
and verification reviewsin addition to thedistrict pupil countsfor districts
undergoing investigations for allegations of noncompliance during the fiscal year.
The specific number of the types of district monitoring will be determined on an
annual basis. (b) Thisisunknown at this point.

4. For each of the three school years after 1999-2000: (a) How many
additional districts will complete a self-assessment, but not be
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monitored through a facilitated, collaborative, or verification review;
and (b) What percentage of the State’ s total Part B child count will
those additional districts represent?

Answer: (a) In total, the CDE isannually monitoring compliance in the four
elements of the Quality Assurance Program (Local Plan, Complaints Monitoring,
CCR and Focused Monitoring) by districtsrepresenting over 100% of the students
in thePart B pupil count. Thisincludesdistricts participating in facilitated,
collaborative and verification reviewsin addition to the district pupil countsfor
districts undergoing investigationsfor allegations of noncompliance during the fiscal
year. The specific number of the typesof district monitoring will be ascertained on
an annual basis. (b) Thisisunknown at this point.

C. For each of the three types of monitoring reviews, by what date will CDE
inform each of the districts that participates in a monitoring review during the
1999-2000 school year of all of CDE'’s findings of noncompliance identified in
that review?

Answer: Digtrictsare provided immediately with outcomes as soon asthey are
ascertained by the CDE. The CDE and LEAswork together in identifying,
communicating and analyzing the data. CDE immediately provides LEAswith all
finding of noncompliance asthey are ascertained. If any noncompliant itemsare
identified, a corrective action plan (CAP) iswritten establishing atimeline based on
required district and stakeholder actionsto achieverequired change(s).

D. For each of the three types of monitoring reviews, what is CDE’ stimeline,
from the beginning of the monitoring review to the date by which each of the
districts that participatesin a monitoring review in years subsequent to the
1999-2000 school year will have been informed of all of CDE'’ s findings of
noncompliance identified in that review?

Answer: Districtsare provided immediately with outcomes as soon asthey are
ascertained by the CDE. The CDE and LEAswork together in identifying,
communicating and analyzing the data. CDE immediately provides LEAswith all
finding of noncompliance asthey are ascertained. If any noncompliant itemsare
identified, a corrective action plan (CAP) iswritten establishing atimeline based on
required district and stakeholder actionsto achieverequired change(s).

E. Timelinesfor Facilitated reviews. The green introductory page (before page
21) of CDE’s Quality Assurance Notebook discusses what will occur during
thefirst year of facilitated reviews and implies that some phases of the
process will not begin or be completed until after thefirst year. The timelines
on page 26 show steps that will not occur until September 2000. Page 21
indicates that the facilitated review will take three years.
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Given what appears to be a three-year timeline for each facilitated review,
how will CDE demonstrate —within a year — the effectiveness of the facilitated
review process?

Answer: Any district undergoing a Facilitated Review will correct all identified
noncompliant findings. They will be monitored each year for compliance. Above
and beyond this monitoring, the CDE will work with these districts pursuant to the
five CDE goals:

1. Theuniqueneedsfor specially designed instruction will be accurately
identified for all studentswith disabilities.

2. All studentswith disabilitieswill be served or taught by fully qualified
personnel.

3. All studentswith disabilitieswill be successfully integrated with non-
disabled peersthroughout their educational experience.

4. All studentswith disabilitieswill meet high standardsfor academic and
non-academic skills.

5. All studentswith disabilitieswill successfully participatein preparation
for the workplace and living independently.

F. Timelines for Collaborative Reviews. The orange introductory sheet, before
page 11, in CDE’s Quality Assurance Notebook states that CDE and each district
that will participate in a collaborative review must make a two year commitment
to the quality assurance process. Page 12 describes the collaborative review
process as a 2-year process.

1. Which steps of the collaborative review process will take more than
one year?

Answer: At aminimum, the CDE verification processand L EA systemic self-review
of complianceissues will be completed and corrective actions developed in thefirst
year. Itisanticipated that other self-study issuesrelated to student achievement
and outcomes will similarly be completed in thefirst year. It isanticipated that the
second year must include some study of effective program improvement strategies,
such asliteracy programsand dropout prevention, and implementation of program
improvement efforts. Overall it isanticipated that program improvement efforts
will extend beyond a two-year process.

2. What are the timelines for completing those steps?

Answer: At aminimum, theverification processand L EA systemic self-review of
complianceissues will be completed and corrective actions developed in thefirst
year. Itisanticipated that other self-study issuesrelated to student achievement
and outcomes will similarly be completed in thefirst year. It isanticipated that the
second year must include some study of effective program improvement strategies,
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such asliteracy programsand dropout prevention, and implementation of program
improvement efforts. Overall it isanticipated that program improvement efforts
will extend beyond a two-year process.

3. Timelines for collaborative review culminates in June 2000 with
Superintendents signature on the agreement:

a. What stepswill CDE take if Superintendent does not sign the
agreement by the end of June?

Answer: Both the superintendent and the CDE consultant participatein the
Collaborative Review group and have arolein designing thereview plan and any
corrective actionsrelated to noncompliance. These shared responsibilities reduce
the elements of surprise and misunder standing suggested in the OSEP question.
Districtsand, therefore, superintendents have until June 30 of the current fiscal
year to send in their self-reviews and related documentsresulting in procedural
guarantees plan. Therefore, the CDE does not anticipatereluctanceto sign the
agreement asthe superintendent isinvolved from the beginning and is an active
participant in the agreement development. Should a superintendent for some
reason decide not to sign the CDE would impose sanctions.

b. For how long will CDE negotiate with the district to reach a
mutually agreeable Quality Assurance Agreement?

Answer: Asyou recall from the elementsof the Quality Assurance Process, the
elements of QAP includethelocal plan, complaints monitoring, CCR and Focused
Monitoring. Given thisquality assurance focus, the CDE negotiations with districts
relevant to Quality Assurance Agreementsall relateto thedistricts on-going
complianceresponsibilities. Your term “ Negotiations” would suggest
noncompliance and any agreement would depend on the natur e of the noncompliant
issue and the scope of the corrective action. The CDE requiresthat districts
immediately correct noncompliant items.

c. After how long will CDE issue a unilateral report if it cannot
reach agreement with the district?

Answer: Asdelineated above, if areport isnot provided by an LEA, they are out of
compliance on or before June 30 and the enfor cement tools with the resultant
timelinesare applied.

4. How will CDE demonstr ate effectiveness of the collaborative review
process within a year?

Answer: Any district undergoing a Collaborative Review will correct all identified
noncompliant findings. They will be monitored each year for compliance. Above
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and beyond this monitoring, the CDE will work with these districts pursuant to the
five CDE goals:

1. Theuniqueneedsfor specially designed instruction will be accurately
identified for all studentswith disabilities.

2. All studentswith disabilitieswill be served or taught by fully qualified
personnel.

3. All studentswith disabilitieswill be successfully integrated with non-
disabled peersthroughout their educational experience.

4. All studentswith disabilitieswill meet high standardsfor academic and
non-academic skills.

5. All studentswith disabilitieswill successfully participatein preparation
for the workplace and living independently.

G. Timelinesfor Verification Reviews. The timetable on page 11 of CDE’s
Quality Assurance Notebook includes timelines for the first few steps of the
verification review process, but does not include timelines beyond completion
of the “ desk audit.”

1. What arethetimelines for the other stepsin the verification review
process?

Answer: For each and every area of noncompliance identified, the CDE directsthe
L EA torectify thenoncompliance. A verification process occursthroughout the
school year and during the CCR process. Theverification processisused to ensure
that the data provided by an LEA to the state isaccurate and consistent with
CASEMISdefinitions. Verification, also assesses compliance status through an
audit of arandom sample of individual student records. Verification isa critical
part of the Focused Monitoring process because the accuracy of datais an essential
under pinning of any data-informed process. Verification isalso the means by which
the CDE provides appropriate supervision and monitors LEAsunder Part B of
IDEA. Through verification, the CDE supervises ateam auditing individual student
recordsfor compliance, aswell as, to validate the accuracy of CASEMI S data.
Because of the importance of appropriate supervision and monitoring, verification
isacomponent of ALL reviews. That is, Facilitated, Collaborative and Preferred
Practiceswill all include a verification process.

Asdiscussed in earlier responses, CDE’sfour major elements of the quality
assurance processinclude local plan, complaints monitoring, CCR, and Focused
Monitoring. Within each of these four elements, CDE conducts compliance and
data verification. Theother three elements of the Quality Assurance Process may
utilize the verification of data depending on the scope and extent of findings of
noncompliance and specific corrective actions. These must beinitiated asfollows:

» Based on complaints and compliance trends, as nhoted above, the Complaints
Management and Mediation Unit (CM M) staff, FMTA Consultants, and
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CDE legal staff continuously review complaint and compliance trends.
When adistrict hasalarge number of complaints and noncompliance
findings, CDE staff initiate a review of pattern complaintsand local
complaint management systemswith the district superintendent. Technical
assistanceis planned and provided by CDE, viathedistrict superintendent,
to develop and implement correctionsto the district’s systemic ar eas of
noncompliance.

* Based on the number and complexity of noncompliant self-review findings,
theresolution of CCR self-review findings may suggest, when coupled with
thedistrict’s compliance history, that thereisaneed to conduct a wider
discussion and review of the district’s practices and compliance. This must
result in an onsitereview for the purposes of developing a more
compr ehensive under standing of noncompliance and development of more
effective corrective action plans. Any and all of these activitiesmust result in
an extension of adistrict’stimelinesor for that matter must expeditethe
review processrequiring fewer days.

H. What documentation will CDE submit to demonstrate that its new monitoring
system, including the self-assessment process, is effective in identifying
noncompliance?

Answer: Thisisnot a new monitoring system. The CDE has added a new element,
Focus Monitoring, to our overall supervision and monitoring system. In addition to
Focused Monitoring, CDE will continue to monitor for LEA compliance through the
three other elements of the QAP: local plan, complaints monitoring and CCR.

|. The description on page six of CDE’s Quality Assurance Manual regarding
selection of districts to be reviewed during the 1999-2000 school year appears
to be incomplete.
1. Arethere other additional pagesto this discussion?

Answer: Additional pageswill be added to the manual asthe draft isup-dated.

J.  We understand from CDE’s materials that the selection of districts to be
monitored, and how they will be monitored is based primarily upon KPI data.

1. Can CDE, based solely on evidence of current or past noncompliance,
select a district for a facilitated or collaborative review, even if the
“counting” of all KPIsdo not place the district in the pool for one of those
reviews? If so, how?

Answer: No. “Compliance’ will be added asanew KPI in year 2000-2001. Due
process and other district information are brought in during the verification
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process. The number of noncompliant itemswasnot a“KPI” in the 1999-2000
transition year.

Year One of Focused Monitoring

All Collaborative and Facilitated districts wer e volunteersfor Focused Monitoring
during the 1999-2000 school year. The CDE did not select districtsin thetransition
year based on noncompliance. They were selected based on low KPI performance
and thedistricts willingnessto volunteer to be a participant in Focused Monitoring.

History of noncomplianceiskey to the deliberation of the superintendent’s
leader ship team in under standing and formulating an effective Quality Assurance
Process.

K. We have reviewed the KPI counting examplesin CDE’s Quality Assurance
Manual, but it is not clear to us how those data will be used to make
selections and the impact of data regarding past noncompliance in those
selection decisions.

1. How will CDE determine which district practices are compliant?

Answer: Focused monitoring isjust one of the CDE’sfour monitoring and
supervision strategies: local plan, complaints monitoring, CCR and Focused
Monitoring. For thetransition year, volunteer districts wer e selected based on the
ten KPIs. Noncompliant findings, due process and other district information are
brought in during the verification process. The number of noncompliant issues was
not a KPI for selection during thetransition year. The state's overall monitoring
and supervision system includes. local plan, complaints monitoring, CCR and
focused monitoring.

2. Will CDE base this determination solely on the district’ s self-assessment?

Answer: The CDE will not ascertain compliance or non-compliance based solely on
the district’s self-assessment.

3. If not, will CDE review files and conduct interviews to verify the accuracy
of the self-assessment regarding all Part B requirements?

Answer: Aspart of theverification process, CDE will review filesand verify the
accuracy of data submitted to CDE and compliance with IDEA. If the verification
process signals inaccuracy and non-compliance, CDE will probefurther into district
policies, procedures, and implementation of special education programs. These can
include school site visits, interviews, record review of provision of services, etc.

4. If CDE will not collect data to verify the accuracy of the self-assessment

regarding all Part B requirements, how will CDE select the Part B
requirements regarding which it will conduct interviews and review files?
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Answer: The CDE does collect data to verify the accuracy of the self-assessment
regarding all Part B requirements. Asa State Education Agency (SEA), we
understand and fully comply with state-level compliance requirements as delineated
in state and federal law. Focused Monitoring isone element of our overall
supervision and monitoring effort for the 1,066 LEAsin Califor nia.

Aswe have previously answered, the California Department of Education requires
LEAsto submit awide variety of information on an annual basis. Thisinformation
addressestheir policies and procedures, their budget and services, an assessment of
their compliance with federal and state laws (250 districts each year) and
information about the students, programs, and outcomes. Thefollowing includethe
primary sour ces of information that are used asa part of all Quality Assurance

pr ocesses.

California Special Education M anagement | nformation System (CASEMIS)
The California Special Education Management I nformation System (CASEMIS) is
an information reporting and retrieval system, designed for electronic submission of
individual student level data twice each year by local agenciesto the state, as
authorized by state and federal laws. The purposes of thissystem areto:

a) freeand appropriate public education

b) full educational opportunity

c) child find and referral

d) individualized education programs

€) least restrictive environment

f) procedural safeguards

g) assessments

h) confidentiality

i) monitor special education programsfor compliance;

]) providedatato guide planning, policy making, and administration;

k) conduct research on programs,

I) evaluate programs,

m) meet statutory data requirements,

n) project future needs,

0) sharedatawith other state and local agencies, and

p) develop data standards.

Five categories of information ar e collected:
report identification;

local education agency identification;
student demographics;

student program information; and

exit data.

agrwbdPE

California Basic Educational Data system (CBEDS)
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The California Basic Educational Data system (CBEDYS) is a statewide database
which has asits data sour ces county offices of education and school districts.
CBEDS gathersinformation on staff and student characteristicsaswell as
enrollment and hiring practices. Three separate forms are used to collect these data:
the County/District Information Form, which gathers data on staff and enrollment;
the School Information Form, which collects staff and enrollment data specific to
schools; and the Professional Assignment I nformation Form, which collects data on
certificated staff from county offices of education and local school districts.

California's Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program SAT 9 (STAR)
California's Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program was enacted by
Senate Bill 376 (Chapter 828, Statutes of 1997). The State Board of Education
selected the multiple-choice portion of the Stanford Achievement Test, Ninth
Edition, Form T (Stanford 9) asthe test to be administered each springto all
studentsin grades 2 through 11. California Education Code requiresthat all
students shall betested. A student background information survey administered as
a part of the assessment identifies examinees receiving special education services.

Coordinated Compliance Review Self-Review | nstrument (CCR)

The CDE conducts CCR reviewson 250 L EAs annually, as part of the 100% cycle.
The self-review instrument, including the compliance self-review, must be
completed and sent to the CDE by June 30 of the year preceding their scheduled
review. The Quality Assurance Process (QAP) isdesigned, along with other
California Department of Education mechanisms, to enfor ce the protections
guaranteed under state and federal law for studentsand their families. The 250
local agenciesinvolved in the Coordinated Compliance Review, ensure, through the
self-review document, that they arein compliance for all program they provide
including local K-12, preschool, and birth to age three year programs.

Theresults of the self-review are sent to CDE’s Special Education Division and are
examined by a Focused M onitoring consultant for noncompliant items. L ocal
agencies arerequired to develop a corrective action for each noncompliant item,
under the supervision of CDE staff. The consultant monitorsthe agency in
correcting noncompliance in a complete and timely manner. Each corrective
action...including response and timeline...ismonitored through the same Corrective
Action database used for complaints management. Aswith individual complaints,
sanctions are applied for not completing compliance corr ective actions.

Complaint Management

When aformal written complaint has been filed with CDE's Special Education
Division, the division provideswritten notice to the school district, SEL PA and
complainant of the pending complaint (typically within 48 hours). Federal law
requiresthe state to complete an investigation and issue a report with decisions of
compliance within 60 days. During thefirst two weeks, LEAs are encouraged to
investigate allegationslocally and if necessary, carry out corrective actions. If the
complainant signs agreement with the results of thelocal investigation, the state
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consider sthe allegations of noncomplianceto beresolved and the caseis closed.
CDE requiresthat LEAs submission of findings, decisions of compliance and
corrective actions (as appropriate) with evidence of resolution. If the complainant
does not sign off, the state investigation continues until the state investigation
consultant hasvalidated and or supplemented local effortsto determine and correct
noncompliance. If the school district does not complete a local investigation process,
the state investigation consultant implementsthe standard investigation process and
issuesawritten report within the 60-day timeline. Within 35 days of receipt of the
final report, either party may request that the State Superintendent of Public
Instruction reconsider thefinal report. The Superintendent may, within 15 days of
receipt of therequest, respond in writing to the parties and modify the conclusions
or required corrective actions of the CDE report. Pending the Superintendent’s
discretionary reconsideration, the Department report remainsin effect and

enfor ceable.

L. We have reviewed the KPI counting examplesin CDE’s Quality Assurance
Manual, but it is not clear to us how those data will be used to make
selections and the impact of data regarding past noncompliance in those
selection decisions.

1. Using specific examples, can you please demonstrate how CDE will use
KPI data to select districts for monitoring?

Answer: Asdescribed to you in the elements of the Quality Assurance Process, in
each and every incident of noncompliance, the CDE imposes a Corrective Action
Plan and enfor cement tools are applied, as appropriate. The following stepslisted
under “ Selection Activities/Process’ demonstrate how CDE uses KPI datato select
Focused Monitoring districtsonly. Again, the Focused Monitoring districtsarea
small but important part of thetotal Quality Assurance Process.

Selection Activities/Process

Theitemslisted below describe how the Special Education Division staff selected the
districtsinvited to participatein Facilitated or Collaborative Focused Monitoring in
thetransition year, 1999-2000.

1. Arranged thedistrictsin 7 groups based on General Education (GE) enrollment
plus one group per county and state operated programs.

2. Constructed 14 measures across 10 KPIs; 2 KPIs have multiple measures.

3. For each measure, calculate a scorefor each district within GE enrollment
groups 1 through 5.

4. Counted the number of times each district fell within thelow 15% of its GE
enrollment group acrossall KPIs. These counts can range from 0 through 10.

5. Counted the number of times each district fell within thelow 15% of its GE
enrollment group acrossall KPIsfor Goal 1V. These countscan rangefrom 0
through 6.
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6. Counted the number of timeseach district fell within thelow 15% of its GE
enrollment group across measuresfor Goal |. These countscan range from O
through 4.

7. Counted the number of times each district fell within thelow 15% of its GE
enrollment group across measuresfor Goal 1. These countscan rangefrom 0
through 2.

8. For each count, listed districtsin reverserank order within GE enrollment
groups. Theordering was deter mined using a step-by-step process that |ooked
first at overall KPI count, then at countson Goal IV, Goal | and Goal Il in
sequence.

9. For theregional superintendents meeting, the KPI count listingswere stratified
by region so that the 5 districts highest on thelisting within each of the Northern
and Southern regionsand 6 districtsfrom the Central Region wereincluded in a
Facilitated review pool.

10. Using the same process and listings, 8 districts each from the Northern, Central
and Southern regionswer e included in a collaborative review pool.

M. CDE proposes to conduct eight facilitated, 12 collaborative, 18 verification,
and 9 preferred practices reviews during the 1999-2000 school year.

1. How will CDE use these 47 reviews, together with any other methods, to
ensure that districts throughout the State are in compliance with the
requirements addressed by the findings in OSEP’ s 1999 California
monitoring report, regarding the provision of a free appropriate public
education, placement in the least restrictive environment, the provision of
needed transition services, and timely reevaluation?

Answer: CDE usesall thefour elements of the QAP, including the Focused
Monitoring reviewsto ensurethat districts throughout the state arein compliance,
including OSEP identified areas.

1. CDE’s SPECIFICATION OF REQUIRED CORRECTIVE ACTIONS
Over-Arching Question:

How will CDE ensurethat it requires corrective actions that are sufficient to
correct identified noncompliance effectively?

A. WIll the Quality Assurance Agreement, including the Procedural Guarantees
Plan, for each district that receives a facilitated, collaborative, or verification
review, include procedures to ensure district-wide compliance? Please
describe any exceptions.

Answer: Yes, the Quality Assurance Agreement, including the Procedural
Guarantees Plan, and/or a corrective action plan for each district that receivesa



Facilitated, Collaborative, or Verification review, will include proceduresto ensure
district-wide compliance. There are no exceptions.

B. Inthe September 21, 1999 meeting, Dr. Parker informed us that CDE will
monitor Los Angeles Unified School District as 27 separate clusters, and that
each monitoring review will be limited to an individual cluster (e.g., CDE will
conduct a collaborative review of the Hamilton/Palisades Cluster of Los
Angeles during the 1999-2000 school year).

1. If aspart of the collaborative review, CDE finds noncompliance in the
Hamilton/Palisades Cluster, will CDE require Los Angeles USD to take
district-wide corrective action?

Answer: Yes, if district-wide noncomplianceisidentified within any of the four
elements of the quality assurance program, it will be corrected on a district-wide
basis.

2. How will CDE determine whether any noncompliance that it findsin the
Hamilton/Palisades Cluster reflects district-wide noncompliance or is
limited to that cluster?

Answer: Aspart of the collaborative review, a verification processis applied with
an adequate, reliable sampling. Two assumptions are made: first; the CDE assumes
that any noncompliance found in the Hamilton/Palisades cluster isrepresentative of
thedistrict asawhole, and second; corrective actions applied ensurea plan to
correct noncompliance district-wide. This cycle may occur each year asnew clusters
arereviewed in any of the four elements of the quality assurance process.

3. Arethereany other districts for which CDE will monitor single clusters
rather than the district asa whole? If so, which districts?

Answer: No, LAUSD isuniquein itssize with over 700,000 pupils.

4. How did CDE sdlect the Hamilton/Palisades Cluster as the one cluster in
Los Angeles USD that the CDE will monitor during the 1999-2000 school
year?

Answer: KPI data were used to select the Hamilton/Palisades Cluster .

5. Given that the Hamilton/Palisades Cluster is the only cluster that CDE
will monitor during the 1999-2000 school year, how will CDE ensure
district-wide correction of district-wide noncompliance that CDE and
OSEP have identified?

Answer: Aspart of the collaborative process, all noncompliant areas are delineated
in a Procedural Guarantees Plan with corrective actions and timelines and those
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noncompliant areas are consider ed to be district-wide. The collaborative team
comprised of both district and CDE staff, monitor to ensureresolution of all
corrective actions. The CDE continuesto ensure and supervise a full
implementation of the Procedural Guarantees Plan district-wide.

C. If CDE finds patterns of noncompliance across districts within SELPAs, in
regions of the State, or across the Sate, what action(s) will CDE take to
determine whether corrective action that goes beyond individual districtsis
necessary?

Answer: In every instance where CDE identifies noncompliance, a corrective action
will berequired. In California, the CDE holdsthedistrict of pupil residence
accountable. The county superintendent must assurethat all children in a county
receive FAPE. Through local plan, complaints monitoring, CCR and Focused
Monitoring, the CDE has, and will continue to address single district and SEL PA-
wide or countywide noncompliance.

I1l.  EFFECTIVE CORRECTION OF IDENTIFIED NONCOMPLIANCE
Over-Arching Question:

How will CDE ensure, within one year, that public agencies correct
noncompliance identified by: (1) CDE’ s focused monitoring system; (2) CDE's
previous monitoring procedures; (3) CDE’s systems for complaint resolution and
impartial due process hearings; and (4) OSEP’ s California monitoring report?

A. CDE s Quality Assurance Process Manual states on page 27 that, “ It is
expected that the District will implement the plans and actions included in the
Quality Assurance Agreement.” The manual does not, however, specify the
procedures that CDE will utilize to ensure the effective implementation of
each district’sagreement. Dr. Parker’s 9/17/99 memorandum states that the
specific procedures and timeliness that CDE will implement to ensure timely
correction are provided in the “ Corrective Actions Procedures binder
(I.A.2(f)). We have reviewed that binder; while it includes blank forms for
documenting each Focused Monitoring and Technical Assistance (FMTA)
team’' s actions, we need additional information to understand the procedures
that require districts to take timely and effective corrective action.

For each of the three types of review:

1. What criteria will CDE use to determine whether, as part of the
Procedural Guarantees Plan or any other corrective action requirement,
the district will be required to demonstrate that: (a) it hasrevised its
written policies, procedures, and/or forms; (b) it has provided training to
its staff; and/or (c) practices throughout the district are now consistent
with the requirements of Part B (e.g., students receive a free appropriate
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public education, including all related services set forth in their |EPS;
public agencies make placement decisionsin a manner consistent with the
least restrictive environment requirements; students receive needed
transition services; and students receive timely reevaluations)?

Answer: The CDE criteriato determine corrective action requirements are based
upon IDEA, statelaws and regulationsfound in the Quality Assurance Process,
Compliance Document 2000-2001. Thisdocument (attached) includes all OSEP
identified noncompliance.

If policy revisions, training or practices are needed for those districts selected for
review, it isdocumented and the CDE staff participatein therevision of the district
policies, assist theteam in identifying training needs and assist the team in securing
technical assistance. Follow-up isdone by state staff. Corrective actionsrequire
technical assistancein adistrict’s policies, procedures, formsor for staff training.
Technical assistance is needed to assist with changesin practicerequired in Part B.

2. What data will CDE collect and how will it collect those data to determine
whether the district has effectively implemented the required corrective
actions and brought its policies, procedures, and practices into
compliance?

Answer: Thedata collected and how CDE will collect it include but are not limited
to the following:

1. CALIFORNIA SPECIAL EDUCATION MANAGEMENT INFORMATION
SYSTEM (CASEMI9)

The California Special Education Management Information System (CASEMIS) is
an information reporting and retrieval system, designed for electronic submission of
student level data by local agenciesto the state, as authorized by California and
federal laws. The purpose of thissystem isto:

a) monitor special education programsfor compliance;

b) providedatato guide planning, policy making, and administration;
c) conduct research on programs;

d) evaluate programs;

€) meet statutory data requirements;

f) project future needs;

g) sharedatawith other state and local agencies; and

h) develop data standards.

Five categories of information ar e collected:

1. report identification;
2. local education agency identification;
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3. student demographics;
4. program information; and
5. exit data.

Thisinformation is collected annually from all districtsthrough the SEL PA to the
state.

2. CALIFORNIA BASIC EDUCATIONAL DATA SYSTEM (CBEDYS)

The California Basic Educational Data system (CBEDS) is a statewide database
which has asits data sour ces county offices of education and school districts.
CBEDS gathersinformation on staff and student characteristicsaswell as
enrollment and hiring practices. Three separate forms are used to collect these data:
the County/District Information Form, which gathers data on staff and enrollment;
the School Information For m, which collects staff and enrollment data specific to
schools; and the Professional Assignment I nfor mation Form, which collects data on
certificated staff from county offices of education and local school districts. Thisis
an annual collection system.

3. COMPLAINTS

Whenever aformal complaint has been filed with CDE's Special Education
Division, the division informsthe school district and SEL PA of the pending
complaint (usually within 48 hours). Federal law requiresthe state to complete an
investigation and issue a report within 60 days. During the first two weeks, LEAS
are encouraged to investigate allegations locally, and if necessary, carry out
corrective actions. If the complainant signs his’her agreement with the resultsof the
local investigation, the state consider sthe allegations of noncomplianceto be
resolved and the caseisclosed. If the complainant does not sign off, the state
investigation continues until the state investigation consultant has validated and or
supplemented local effortsto determine and correct noncompliance. If the school
district does not engage the local investigation process, the state investigation
consultant implementsthe standard investigation process and issuesa written
report within the 60-day timeline. Within 35 days of receipt of thefinal report,
either party must request that the State Superintendent of Public Instruction
reconsider thefinal report. The Superintendent must, within fifteen (15 days) of
receipt of therequest, respond in writing to the parties and modify the conclusions
or required corrective actions of the CDE report. Pending the Superintendent’s
reconsideration or the federal appeal process, the Department report remainsin
effect and enfor ceable.

4. CALIFORNIA'S STANDARDIZED TESTING AND REPORTING (STAR)
SAT9
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California's Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program was enacted by
Senate Bill 376 (Chapter 828, Statutes of 1997). The State Board of Education
selected the multiple-choice portion of the Stanford Achievement Test, Ninth
Edition, Form T (Stanford 9) asthe test to be administered each spring to all
studentsin grades 2 through 11. California Education Code requiresthat all
students shall betested, including studentsin special education programs and
students subject to Section 504 plansunder federal law. A student background
information survey administered asa part of the assessment identifies examinees
receiving special education services.

5. KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS (KPIs)

The focused monitoring component of the Quality Assurance Process uses key
performanceindicators (KPIs) that are aligned with the Special Education Division
Goals. A stakeholder group, composed of field professionals and advocates who
have experience and knowledge of special education, provided input and clarified
issuesin the development of QAP and the KPIs. The KPIsare used to monitor the
practicesin an educational agency that relateto effective learning for students and
the enfor cement of the protections guaranteed under law to them and their families.
Those KPIsthat arevalid and reliable measures of goal attainment are used to
select school districtsfor monitoring.

3. Will CDE make onsite follow-up visits to determine whether the district
has fully corrected the noncompliance?

Answer: Onsite follow-up visitsto deter mine whether thedistrict hasfully
corrected the noncompliance will occur, as needed.

4. How will CDE decideif a data collection visit is needed to determine
whether a public agency has corrected noncompliance?

Answer: If the corrective action evidence cannot be ascertained through routine
procedures one or more visitswill be carried out. Evidence includes each area of
noncompliance, corrective actionsrequired, timelinesfor resolution, CDE approval,
and closure or sanctionsif needed.

B. For noncompliance that CDE identifies on, or after, July 1, 1999, through any
monitoring activities other than the Focused Monitoring review, please
provide the information requested under the subparts a, b and c of Question 1,
above.

Answer: For noncompliancethat the CDE identified on, or after, July 1, 1999,
through any monitoring activitiesincluding Focused Monitoring review, the CDE
will usethe four elements of the quality assurance process (L ocal Plan, Coor dinated
Compliance Review, Complaint Management, and Focused Monitoring). All of
these four elements are utilized when ascertaining the status of LEA compliance.
The CDE criteriato determine corrective action requirements are based upon
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revised IDEA and state laws and regulationsfound in the Quality Assurance
Process, Compliance Document 2000-2001. This document (attached) includes all
OSEP identified noncompliance.

If policy revisions, training or practices are needed for those districts selected for
reviews, CDE staff participatesin therevision of those district policies, assiststhe
team in identifying training needs and assists the team in securing technical
assistance which may be necessary.
C. For any noncompliance that CDE identified prior to July 1, 1999, and that
has not yet been corrected, please provide the information requested under
the subparts a, b, and c of Question 1, above.

Answer: Asin Focused Monitoring we wish to reiterate that the four elements of
the quality assurance process (L ocal Plan, Coordinated Compliance Review,
Complaint Management, and Focused M onitoring) are all brought to bear when
ascertaining the status of LEA compliance. The CDE criteriato determine
corrective action requirements are based upon revised IDEA and state laws and
regulationsfound in the Quality Assurance Process, Compliance Document 2000-
2001. Thisdocument (attached) includes all OSEP identified noncompliance.

If policy revisions, training or practices are needed for those districts selected for
reviews, CDE staff participatesin therevision of those district policies, assiststhe
team in identifying training needs and assists the team in securing technical
assistance which must be necessary.

D. What enforcement action(s), if any, has CDE taken since OSEP’ s June 1998
visit? (Please describe the basic date(s), and status of each action.)

Answer: Thefollowing chart displaysthe actions taken since June 1998:

ACTION BASIS DATE(S) STATUS
1. Sanction Legislation CDE/CDE  1999-2000 Local Boards hold
Need public hearings re:

complaint

noncompliance

2. Revise & Implement CDE/CDE  Targeted for In Administrative and
Procedures for NEED 2/2000 implementation  Legal Review
Compliance Enforcement

3. Individual CDE/CDE Enforce & Began 1997 ongoing
Monitorsfor LEA Monitor

Systemic Noncompliance

4. Conduct Administrative Enforce & Began 1999 ongoing
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On-site reviews Monitor
Systemic Noncompliance

5. Administer Sanction Enforce Began 1998 ongoing
Stage letters compliance
6. Revised monitoring Enforce July 1, 1999 ongoing

Complaint Corrective ~ compliance
Action System in focused
Monitoring, Technical Assistance

Units
7. CDE legal review Assistin Began 1999 ongoing
of complaint cases compliance

enforcement

Some examples of actionstaken since July 1, 1999 include Complaints M anagement
and Mediation (CMM) complaint investigationsin which allegations of Part B
noncompliance wer e supported and corrective actionsissued by the CDE. Please
seethe attached charts displaying formal statewide complaint investigations and
their current status.

In addition, CDE teams conduct on-site visitations for somedistricts. Thesedistricts
ar e chosen based on complaints and compliance trends as noted above, the
Complaints Management and M ediation Unit, Focused Monitoring Regional
Consultant, and CDE legal staff continuously review complaint and compliance
trends. When adistrict hasa large number of complaints and noncompliance
findings, CDE staff initiates a review of complaints and local complaint

management systemswith the district superintendent. Technical assistanceis
planned and provided by CDE, viathedistrict superintendent, to develop and
implement correctionsto thedistrict’s systemic areas of noncompliance.

E. CDE informed OSERS during the 9/21/99 meeting that it would, within the
next week or so, send three districts notice that — unless they corrected
previously identified noncompliance within 60 days — CDE would take
enforcement action.

1. Has CDE sent these letters? (Please provide OSEP, as soon as possible,
with a copy of these letters, and any subsequent correspondence,
regarding noncompliance in these districts.)

Answer: Inlieu of these letters, CDE staff met with the superintendentsand their
respective staff. The agenda of these meetingsincluded the issues of noncompliance,
complaint histories and sanction requirementsfor failuretoimplement their district
corrective action plans. Thedistrictsare, with superintendent leader ship and
oversight, correcting areas of noncompliance.
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2. How were these three districts selected from among all of the districts with
long-standing serious noncompiance?

Answer: Whileall districtswith unimplemented corrective action plans ar e subject
to sanctions, the selected districts have exhibited atrend toward an increasein
noncompliance, aswell as, general inaction toward correcting ar eas of
noncompliance.

3. How and when will CDE take action regarding the other districts with
long-standing serious noncompliance?

Answer: The CDE isrequired to have sanctionsfor LEA noncompliance which can
reasonably be expected to compel compliance where necessary. Asyou are aware,
there are no objective standards as to specific sanctionsthat arerequired. 1f OSEP
believes our sanctions are not appropriate, or that other sanctionsarerequired, it is
important for OSEP to communicatethat to usdirectly. The CDE isaddressing all
districts with outstanding noncompliance by consultant contact and or written
notice of pending or actual sanction(s). All prior 1999 noncompliance issues, are
being addressed by being brought forward and included in one of thefour elements
of the quality assurance process. No district isheld harmlessfor past
noncompliance issues.

F. Dr. Parker’s 9/17/99 memorandum describes sanctions for which CDE
currently has authority and others for which CDE is seeking authority. The
only sanction that the memorandum describes as currently available is the
provision, under AB 1115, that school boards can be required to hold public
hearings for instances of noncompliance with state and federal special
education law.

1. How will CDE ensure compliance through this requirement?

Answer: Copiesof Board agendas and minutes verify the holding of required public
hearings.

2. Given the sole option that CDE describes as currently available:

a. What is CDE’sbasisfor stating on page 5 of Dr. Parker’s 9/17/99
memo that “ the sanctions in place do currently place (CDE) in
compliance” ?

Answer: Asyou areaware, there are no objective standar ds as to specific sanctions
that arerequired. If OSEP believes our sanctions are not appropriate, or that other
sanctionsarerequired, it isimportant for OSEP to communicate that to usdirectly.

However, CDE sanctions currently available include:
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. Withholding of federal Part B dollars

. Non approval of local planswhich would cause federal and state
dollarsto stop flowing
. Requiring local boards of education to hold public hearingsto address

serious noncompliance and how the district will comeinto compliance
with state and federal law

. Requesting a writ of mandate within a state court to order compliance
with a corrective action plan. (Should the LEA not comply, contempt
proceeding would be instituted.)

b. How will CDE demonstrate, within a year, that it has implemented
appropriate enforcement actions and ensured that public agencies
have corrected identified noncompliance, including noncompliance
identified in prior CDE and OSEP monitoring reports and complaint
decisions?

Answer: Asyou areaware, thereareno objective standards asto specific sanctions
that arerequired. If OSEP believes our sanctions are not appropriate, or that other
sanctionsarerequired, it isimportant for OSEP to communicatethat to usdirectly.

However, the CDE will apply the following sanctions asrequired:

. Withholding of federal Part B dollars

. Non approval of local planswhich would cause federal and state
dollarsto stop flowing
. Requiring local boards of education to hold public hearingsto address

serious noncompliance and how the district will come into compliance
with state and federal law.

. Requesting a writ of mandate within a state court to order compliance
with a corrective action plan. (Should the LEA not comply, contempt
proceeding would be instituted.)

3. Inaddition to the sanction option that Dr. Parker’s 9/17/99 memorandum
describes as currently available (the provision, under AB 1115, that
school boards can be required to hold public hearings for instances of
noncompliance with state and federal special education law) and the
option of withholding State or Federal funds (that Dr. Parker’s 9/17/99
memor andum states CDE will implement by June 30, 1999), what
additional sanction options and authority does CDE need in order to
ensure that public agencies promptly and effectively correct
noncompliance with Part B requirements?

Answer: Asyou areaware, thereareno objective standards asto specific sanctions

that arerequired. If OSEP believes our sanctions are not appropriate, or that other
sanctionsarerequired, it isimportant for OSEP to communicatethat to usdirectly.
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However, The CDE will apply the following sanctions asrequired:

. Withholding of federal Part B dollars

. Non approval of local planswhich would cause federal and state
dollarsto stop flowing
. Requiring local boards of education to hold public hearingsto address

serious noncompliance and how the district will comeinto compliance
with state and federal law.

. Requesting a writ of mandate within a state court to order compliance
with a corrective action plan. (Should the LEA not comply, contempt
proceeding would be instituted.)

4. How and when will CDE obtain each such addition to its sanction options
and authority?

Answer: Asyou are aware, there are no objective standards as to specific sanctions
that arerequired. If OSEP believes our sanctions are not appropriate, or that other
sanctionsarerequired, it isimportant for OSEP to communicate that to usdirectly.

Whilethe Legislatureisan independent body and functions on itsown, the CDE is
in the process of seeking legislation to put in place sanctions and related activitiesto
ensur e effective sanctions when necessary.

G. CDE and OSEP have identified long-standing serious noncompliance in a
number of school districts.

1. What enforcement and other actionswill CDE take with each of these
districts this year to ensure that they fully correct all identified
noncompliance?

Answer: Asa State Education Agency (SEA) we recognize our responsibility to
establish and maintain a system of statewide LEA compliance. Both federal and
state law require usto both monitor the activities of our LEA’sin providing eligible
children with Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE), and also to take
appropriate actionswhen LEA’sarefailing to carry out their responsibilities. If
necessary CDE will impose sanctions. Asyou are awar e, there are no objective
standar ds asto specific sanctionsthat arerequired. 1f OSEP believes our sanctions
arenot appropriate, or that other sanctionsarerequired, it isimportant for OSEP
to communicate that to usdirectly.

2. What are the timelines for taking each of those actions?
Answer: Asa State Education Agency (SEA), we recognize our responsibility to
establish and maintain a system of statewide LEA compliance. Both federal and

state law require usto both monitor the activities of our LEA’sin providing eligible
children with Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE), and also to take
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appropriate actionswhen LEA’sarefailing to carry out their responsibilities. CDE
compliance enfor cement is an ongoing process. Individual district timelinesfor
systemic correction of noncompliance are monitored by CDE until the district
comes into compliance accor ding to the corrective action plan.

3. CDE informed us during the 9/21/99 meeting that the materials that CDE
was providing to usincluded a draft of a detailed corrective action plan
for San Francisco. That document was not, however, referenced in the list
of exhibits and we did not find it in the box of materials. Please forward a
copy of the draft to us as soon as possible, and of the final approved
document as soon as it becomes available.

Answer: These documentswer e sent on 12/6/99.
V. ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS

A. CDE’ s Quality Assurance Manual addresses data regarding performance of
students with disabilities taking STAR. It appears that data regarding
students with disabilities who do not take the STAR are not included (see IV.b
and IV.f).

1. WIll data regarding the performance of students with disabilities who use
alternate assessments, rather than the STAR, be included in the KPI data
that will be the basis for selecting districts for monitoring reviews?

Answer: Yes, after July 1, 2000 the perfor mance of students with disabilities who
use alter nate assessments, rather than the STAR, will beincluded in the KPI data.

B. Under CDE'’ s focused monitoring system, isit possible for a district to never
receive any type of focused monitoring review? If so, how will CDE ensure
compliance in such a district?

Answer: No. CDE’sfour elements of the Quality Assurance Process (QAP) ensure
that all districtsin California are monitored on an annual basis.

C. Page 2 is missing from the Power Point presentation pages after the tab
labeled “ I1. Data” in the Quality Assurance Manual. Will you please provide
us with a copy of that page?

Answer: Asmany iterations of the Power Point presentation have been develop, if

you will provide CDE with the specific date of the Power Point presentation you
have, we will be pleased to provide you with the specific page.

55



ATTACHMENTS

NOTE: To receive a hard copy of any of these Attachments, please provide your name,
mailing address and tel ephone number (in the event clarification is needed) in an E-mail
to msulliva@cde.ca.gov . Do not request afaxed copy, these Attachments are too large.

1 California Department of Education, Special Education Division, “ Estimated
Number of Students Receiving Special Education Servicesin Districts
Monitored during 1999-2000 by Type of Monitoring"

2. California Department of Education, Special Education Division, “ Quality
Assurance Process. Compliance Document 2000-2001

3. California Department of Education, Special Education Division,
“Corrective Actions—North, Central, South”

4, California Department of Education, Special Education Division, SEL PA
Local Plan Cycle C Total Revise
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